In North America, approximately 100,000 children serve as witnesses in the justice system each year (Bruck, Ceci, & Hembrooke, 1998) . These cases are usually of a sensitive nature (e.g., involving allegations of child abuse) where there are no other witnesses or there is no evidence to corroborate the account. The responsibility of assessing the veracity of children's testimony often falls upon frontline workers in the justice system. However, it is unknown whether law enforcement officials are actually able to detect children's deception.
The majority of intuitive lie-detection research (as contrasted with polygraph studies) has focused on laypersons' ability to identify adult liars. Examining these findings can offer a limited perspective on detecting children's deception. Adult experimental scenarios often involve role-playing, with an individual being instructed to represent an emotion, opinion, or event either truthfully or untruthfully (e.g., DePaulo & DePaulo, 1989; Ekman & Friesen, 1974; Riggio, Tucker, & Throckmorton, 1988) . Although some evidence suggests that adults are good lie detectors (e.g., DePaulo & Rosenthal, 1979) , others imply that untrained observers cannot reliably detect deception (e.g., Ekman & Friesen, 1974) . Given these mixed findings, laypersons' ability to detect lies is, at best, doubtful (DePaulo, Zuckerman, & Rosenthal, 1980; Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992 for reviews).
It is possible that work-related experience with deception affects accuracy. Intuitively, law enforcement and justice officials, who often interact with dishonest individuals and may be specifically trained to detect lies, should perform well on lie-detection tasks. However, evidence to date shows that the majority of professional groups (e.g., police officers, customs officers, and FBI agents) cannot distinguish truth-tellers from lie-tellers any better than university students (DePaulo & Pfeifer, 1986; Ekman & O'Sullivan, 1991; Kraut & Poe, 1980) . These findings suggest that experience and training do not necessarily improve lie-detection accuracy. Nevertheless, these factors do shape groups' perception of their own performance. A meta-analysis of lie-detection studies showed that confidence was unrelated to actual ability to detect deception (DePaulo, Charlton, Cooper, Lindsay, & Muhlenbruck, 1997). Despite their relatively poor performance, law enforcement officials are often more confident in their abilities than laypersons (e.g., DePaulo & Pfeifer, 1986; Frank & Ekman, 1997) . Thus, "lie-detection experts" not only make incorrect decisions, but also are unable to recognize when they are doing so.
However, some groups consistently outperform others. High levels of performance have been observed in groups of Secret Service agents, CIA agents, sheriffs, and forensic clinical psychologists (Ekman & O'Sullivan, 1991; Ekman, O'Sullivan, & Frank, 1999) . Recent research revealed that patients with damage to the left cerebral hemisphere were also good lie detectors (Etcoff, Ekman, Magee, & Frank, 2000) . This superior performance may be explained by their reliance on nonverbal behavior.
Indeed, nonverbal cues have been shown to facilitate lie detection. DePaulo (1994) has reported that deceivers' behaviors (e.g., blinking) differ from those of truth-tellers. Micro-expressions (i.e., split-second glimpses of underlying behavior) may also be associated with deception because they are more difficult to control than verbal content or large facial movements (Ekman, O'Sullivan, Friesen, & Scherer, 1991) . Successful lie detectors are more likely to cite nonverbal facial behaviors as the basis for their judgments (Ekman & O'Sullivan, 1991) . Thus, detecting deception appears to require the observation of nonverbal responses.
The most important element in detecting deception may be the lie-teller's own ability to deceive. Individuals who act suspiciously are more likely to be labeled as deceptive (Bond et al., 1992) . Successful deception often involves masking natural facial and demeanor cues associated with lying and displaying behaviors that are compatible with the falsehood. Adults' proficiency at controlling their external expressions may account for people's inability to detect their lies. However, the regulation of nonverbal behavior requires high levels of social and cognitive abilities that may develop, and be refined, over time.
Display rule theory posits that the management of nonverbal behavior must be learned through socialization. Children come to understand that internal affect
